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Introduction 
On October 24, 2017, Republican Senator Jeff Flake of Arizona gave an emotional 
Senate speech in which he announced that the current state of affairs could not continue any 
longer. He announced, “I will not be complicit or silent. I’ve decided to better represent the 
people of Arizona and to better serve my country and conscience by freeing myself of the 
political consideration that consumed far too much bandwidth and cause me to compromise 
too many principles.”1 He would not seek re-election if it meant serving under President 
Trump. He was not alone, just moments earlier Republican Senator Bob Corker of South 
Carolina had also denounced President Trump. When asked if he believed the President was a 
liar, he answered, “I think the President has great difficulty with the truth on many issues.”2 
Most importantly, he argued that, “the debasement of our nation will be what he will be 
remembered most for.”3 
However, undeniably, Donald J. Trump had won the Presidency. He was the most 
popular candidate among Republican voters. A memo obtained by the New York Times just 
after the Alabama senatorial primary on September 26 resulted in a victory for 
ultraconservative Roy Moore, revealed that the party is aware of how valuable Trump is. The 
memo provides information that,  “No other person, group or issue has the gravitational pull 
on Republican primary voters that Donald Trump commands…In Alabama, 4-of-4 voters 
were 90%+ favorable toward Trump. Further, Republican voters are becoming more attached 
to Trump than they are to the party: a recent NBC poll found 58% of Republicans consider 
themselves Trump supporters vs. 38% who see themselves primarily as Republican party 
                                                          
1 Adam Kelsey, “Republican Sen. Jeff Flake Announces He Will Not Seek Re-Election, Citing Trump Era.” ABC 
News, October 24, 2017, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/republican-sen-flake-announces-seek-
election/story?id=50688461. 
2 Clark Mindock, “Bob Corker: Full Text of Republican Senator’s Attack on Donald Trump,” Independent, 
October 24, 2017, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/us-politics/bob-corker-donald-trump-
full-text-republican-senator-attack-debases-our-country-cnn-a8017921.html. 
3 Ibid.  
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supporters.”4 Thus, there was a belief among the Republican party that the party would be less 
popular without Donald Trump. 
On November 6, 2017,  Senator Flake appeared on The Daily Show with Trevor Noah. 
When asked about the way other Republicans perceive Trump’s presidency and his actions, 
Flake argued that, “I think they do and there is some denial there as well…I describe it in the 
book as a kind of ‘Faustian bargain’, we can get some of the things we want.”5 Trump has 
indeed become  a Faustian bargain, especially considering the results of the recent NBC poll. 
The Republican party needs him and they can get something out of it. 
Originally, a Faustian bargain is a pact in which an individual trades something of 
great spiritual or moral importance, most often their soul, in exchange for worldly riches, 
knowledge, or power.6 The term refers to the legend of Goethe’s Faust, in which Doctor 
Faustus agrees to trade his soul to Mephisto for unattainable knowledge and magical powers. 
In a political context, it would be translated as a party attaining political affiliation with a 
person or movement that may ultimately be harmful to the party’s integrity. In the case of 
Donald Trump, the greatest example is his, hopefully unwanted, support from the alt-right 
movement and Neo-Nazis, movements that have been condemned by the Republican party.7 
When asked how Donald Trump was able to “hijack” the Republican vote, Senator 
Flake argued that, “Well, this didn’t start with President Trump. I think we’ve been going, for 
a while, we Republicans, in this direction.”8 I argue that this trend has indeed been going on 
                                                          
4 Steven Law, September 26, 2017. In New York Times: “Read the Memo on the Implications of the Alabama 
Race for Republicans.” https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2017/09/27/us/politics/document-
Read-the-Memo-on-the-Implications-of-Alabama.html?_r=0  
5 The Daily Show. “Jeff Flake & Tig Notaro.” Episode 17. Directed by Paul Pennolino. Written by Zhubin Parang 
et al. Comedy Central, November 6, 2017. 
6 “Faustian bargain,” Encyclopedia Brittanica, accessed December 20, 2017.  
 https://www.britannica.com/topic/Faustian-bargain.  
7 Joan Walsh “Islamophobes, White Surpemacists, and Gays for Trumps – The Alt –Right Arrives at the RNC,” 
 The Nation, accessed July 20, 2016,  
https://www.thenation.com/article/islamophobes-white-supremacists-and-gays-for-trump-the-alt-
right-arrives-at-the-rnc/  
8 The Daily Show. “Jeff Flake & Tig Notaro.” Episode 17. Directed by Paul Pennolino. Written by Zhubin Parang 
 et al. Comedy Central, November 6, 2017. 
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since the 1950s, that it started because of another Faustian bargain, between the Republican 
party and Senator Joe McCarthy. 
McCarthy became a key figure in the hunt for subversives only after his landmark 
speech in Wheeling, Virginia in 1950, in which he spoke the infamous words that relaunched 
his political career: “I have here in my hand a list of 205 people that were known to the 
Secretary of State as being members of the Communist Party and who nevertheless are still 
working and shaping the policy of the State Department”9. This list changed its number 
several times – then it was five, then it was eighty-one –  in the following days. 
 During his four years of red-baiting, until his censorship on December 2, 1954, 
McCarthy conducted what reminded Haynes Johnson of inquisitions, and left “a legacy of 
fear and intimidation, a record of egregious misuse of the proper investigative role of 
Congress to right wrongs and check abuses of power, and a lasting stain on America’s 
reputation for fair play and due process of law.”10 For instance, McCarthy would smear 
people’s reputation. He would label them as “security risks”, not actually identifying them as 
spies or “traitors”, safeguarding himself from accusations of libel.11 Indeed, as Stuart G. 
Brown explains, “charges and countercharges became the hallmark of his arrogant 
presumption to replace the courts of law.”12 The moment someone stood up to him, he would 
ensure their political or professional demise. 
He would even go as far as to personally intimidate political opponents when they 
would be caught most off guard.13 At one dinner on December 12, 1950, Drew Pearson 
became McCarthy’s victim. During the evening, McCarthy repeated, like a broken record, 
                                                          
9 Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, “Enemies from Within” (speech, Wheeling, Virginia, February 9, 1950): History  
 Matters, http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/6456. 
10 Haynes Johnson, Age of Anxiety: McCarthyism to Terrorism, (New York: Harcourt, 2005): 286. 
11 Ibid, 142-143. 
12 Stuart Gerry Brown, “Eisenhower and Stevenson in the McCarthy Era: A Study in Leadership,” Ethics 69, no. 
4, (Jul., 1959): 233. 
13 Johnson, Age of Anxiety, 196-203 
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how he “would take Pearson apart” and how he would “take him to the cleaners.” The 
evening ended with a physical escalation when an inebriated McCarthy kneed Pearson in the 
crotch.14 
Substantial research has been done to analyze and uncover why McCarthy was 
allowed to continue for so long, in addition to where he got his bipartisan base from. 
Some argue that McCarthyism was the result of the strain that was put on the United States by 
World War II and the role the Cold War played in the years after. After World War II, the 
U.S. had to readjust to normal life, a place had to be given to a post-war society. As a result, 
US society suffered from considerable internal stress and frustration.15 Indeed, as Oline Eaton 
argues, the postwar era was so turbulent and uncertain that people experienced a “jumble of 
confusions.”16  
Firstly, as Johnson argues, the 1950s brought a sense of mixed feelings, as after World 
War II the hope of a better world was quickly replaced by the possible danger of nuclear 
incineration.17 Secondly, William Doreski cites a 1958 advertisement that emphasizes the 
era’s heightened obsession with ‘security’ and the uncertainty it entailed.18 In addition, Peter 
N. Stearns suggests that fear was, and in some ways still is, an “urgent American policy and 
personal issue” and he advocates the important role that behavioral history and emotional 
history play in the understanding of “significant national reactions”19. On account of World 
War II still fresh in collective memory, an emotional reaction such as McCarthyism would 
come as no surprise. Indeed, Stearns argues that the rise in American fear may be connected 
                                                          
14 n.a. “M’Carthy in Brawl with Drew Pearson” New York Times, December 16, 1950. Proquest Historical  
 Newspapers. 
15 Robert Griffith, “The Political Context of McCarthyism” The Review of Politics 33, no. 1 (Jan., 1971): 24. 
16 Oline Eaton, ““We Must Be Ready Every Day, All the Time”: Mid-Twentieth-Century Nuclear Anxiety and 
Fear of Death in American Life.” The Journal of American Culture 40, no. 1 (Mar., 2017):  66. 
17 Johnson, Age of Anxiety, 3-4. 
18 William Doreski, “Cut Off from Words: Robert Lowell’s “Tranquilized Fifties”.” Prospects 21 (1996): 153. 
19 Peter N. Stearns, American Fear: The Causes and Consequences of High Anxiety (Routledge, 2006): 8-9, in 
 Eaton, “We Must Be Ready”, 66 
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to anxieties about America’s place in the world.20 He cites the unusually long period of 
military engagement from World War I as a key factor. Specifically the way the US 
government repeatedly suggested from 1945 on that Communists and Communism were foes 
to be feared.21 
Scholars such as Hofstadter, Lipset, Reisman, Shils, and Parsons have also attempted 
to explain the McCarthyist sentiments, ideas, and movements that launched and supported 
McCarthy’s anticommunist platform.22 They argued that the most important factors 
contributing to support for McCarthy were both status-anxiety, anxiety as a result from 
increased social mobility, and dispossession. The essays they wrote on this subject were 
collected and published in Daniel Bell’s The Radical Right, just after McCarthy’s censure. 
They attempted to analyze how McCarthyism could have happened and wished to discover 
whether the contemporary social sciences had advanced far enough.23 
These social scientists often referred to McCarthyist sentiments and movements as the 
‘radical right’.24.Much has been discovered about the radical right. For example, rather than a 
fringe group with extreme views, they were loyal and active Republicans who frequently 
exerted influence in Party affairs.25 Sheilah R. Koeppen explains that their ideology “rests on 
the premise that a minority of Americans are conspiring to capture control of the nation’s 
political and social institutions in order to turn the nation into a Communist satellite.”26 
According to their analyses, the main characteristics of contributors to this radical 
right were that they were authoritarian, they felt alienated from the mainstream, their views 
                                                          
20 Stearns, American Fear, 81, in Eaton, “We Must Be Ready,” 73. 
21 Stearns, American Fear, 181, in Eaton, “We Must Be Ready,” 67. 
22 See for example Daniel Bell, The Radical Right: The New American Right Expanded and Updated (New York: 
 Anchor Books). 
23 Daniel Bell, The Radical Right: The New American Right Expanded and Updated (New York: Anchor Books), ix. 
24 Martin Trow, “Small Businessmen, Political Tolerance, and Support for McCarthy”American Journal of 
Sociology 64, no. 3. (Nov., 1958): 270. 
25 Sheilah R. Koeppen, “The Republican Radical Right” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and  
Social Science 382, Protest in the Sixties (Mar., 1969): 73. 
26 Ibid, 74-75. 
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were fundamentalist, they experienced status-frustration, and they were anxious about 
urbanization.27 These subjective experiences motivated them to search for something, or 
someone, to help them gain a sense of belonging. And during the 1950s they found it in 
McCarthy. 
It is, however, important to realize that movements affiliated with the radical right had 
very complicated ideologies.28 Martin Trow contends that whereas the social scientists’ essays 
may show how, and why, McCarthy got such disproportionate support from almost every 
corner of society, the essays suffered from confirmation bias, they wanted to explain too 
much. Subsequently, Trow warns of the overgeneralization that is the result of using the label 
‘radical right’. He notes that the same people who were hostile to the New Deal, organized 
labor, the graduated income tax, the United Nations, were intolerant of political non-
conformists and were prejudiced against radical and religious groups. 
In a complementary remark, Koeppen adds that the radical right was obsessed by a 
fear of Communist subversion, and the Republican party was the only government entity the 
majority believed to be free of the Communist taint. Therefore, even though the regular 
Republicans found the radical right’s policies to be “ridiculous, outmoded and the more 
extreme of its political tactics outrageous”, its support is invaluable. 29 This made for an 
uneasy alliance, something that can undeniably be said about the relationship between 
McCarthy and the Republican Party. 
It is important to note that there are two ways of interpreting the flow of power to 
McCarthy. On the one hand, the status anxiety-scholars argue that it was a bottom-up process. 
He formally got his power from his Wisconsin voter base, enhanced by his nationwide 
support. On the other hand, Ellen Schrecker believes that the entire concept of McCarthyism 
                                                          
27 Koeppen, “The Republican Radical Right,” 76-78. 
28 Trow, “Small Businessmen, Political Tolerance, and Support for McCarthy,” 281. 
29 Koeppen, “The Republican Radical Right,” 81. 
Van der Linden 8 
 
got its power “from the willingness of the men…who ran the nation’s main public and private 
institutions to condone serious violations of civil liberties in order to eradicate what they 
believed was the far more serious danger of Communism.”30 In other words, Schrecker argues 
that it was a top-down process rather than bottom-up; she argues that McCarthy actually got 
his power from the leniency of his fellow representatives.  
Thus, McCarthyism was a complex and dynamic system in which the components 
influenced each other substantially.  It consisted of many different components such as the 
Republican party, Democrat conservatives, the House Un-American Activities Committee 
(HUAC), the FBI, anticommunist movements, the press, voter base. Within this complex 
system, this thesis will focus on the Republican party and the press. In its analysis, this thesis 
will take a top-down approach, focusing on the idea that the Republican Party exploited 
McCarthy. They willingly and knowingly allowed, or tolerated, the hunt for Communists-in-
Government because they had much to gain from McCarthy’s popularity. In turn, McCarthy 
increased his popularity by manipulating the press in such a way that his message was spread 
as effectively as possible. The press had also a lot to gain from McCarthy, as news of his 
actions was in great demand.  
In effect, of vital importance to this research is the way regular citizens received news 
of McCarthy’s campaigns and activities. The role of the media in sustaining and aiding 
McCarthyism has been widely discussed.31 Because of the fact that people wanted to know 
what was going on in Washington D.C. and around the country, reporting on McCarthy was 
profitable. However, the message he wished to convey, as well as the manner in which it was 
conveyed, was deemed scandalous. As one reporter argued, “It was the most difficult story we 
                                                          
30 Ellen Schrecker, Many Are the Crimes: McCarthyism in America, (New York, NY: Little, Brown and Company,  
1998): xi. 
31 F.e. in Johnson Age of Anxiety; Edwin R. Bayley, Joe McCarthy and the Press (New York, NY: Pantheon Books, 
 1981); Robert Griffith, and Athan Theoharis, eds. The Specter: Original Essays on the Cold War and the  
 Origins of McCarthyism (New York, NY: New Viewpoints, 1974). 
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ever covered, especially emotionally. I’d go home literally sick, seeing what that guy was 
getting away with.”32 However, whereas reporting on McCarthy was a vexing job for 
reporters, he also was a goldmine for headlines. McCarthy knew this and started to cleverly 
exploit this fact. He would employ vague language, make seemingly random accusations, he 
would talk nonsense only for reporters to try to cover him in his appointed office as Senator.33  
 Edwin R. Bayley, who was himself a reporter at the time, wanted to investigate the 
idea that the “press created McCarthy.”34 In an extensive study spanning over several years, 
Bayley looked at 129 newspapers in an attempt to retrace how the press reacted to McCarthy.  
This study uncovered many interesting things about the media in the McCarthy era. For 
example that the media would report something that happened behind closed doors only by 
citing what McCarthy said happened.35 
 Soon, the media started to attack McCarthy and report on his fraudulence. Some 
papers began criticizing him as early as several days after Wheeling, when his own failure to 
state an exact number of subversives in the State Department damaged his credibility.36 And 
yet, the media was reluctant in leaving the subject of McCarthyism alone. Indeed, they 
embraced the senator for four years, culminating in the Army-McCarthy hearings in 1954. 
Paul .J. Achter argues that it wasn’t until these hearings that discussions about what ‘proper 
journalism’ would look like started.37 
This thesis argues that the Republican party adopted the rhetoric of anticommunism as 
a weapon in order to expand their political power. Because of his usefulness, McCarthy was 
seen as a Faustian bargain, an immoral, unrelenting anticommunist tool behind which the 
                                                          
32 Bayley, Joe McCarthy and the Press, 68. 
33 Bayley, Joe McCarthy and the Press, 28-29 
34 Ibid, vii. 
35 Ibid, 39. 
36 Ibid, 32. 
37 Paul J. Achter, “TV, Technology, and McCarthyism: Crafting the Democratic Renaissance in an Age of Fear” 
Quarterly Journal of Speech 90, no. 3 (Aug., 2004): 308-309. 
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Republican party could flock to spread their ideology, but with whose methods they did not 
agree.  
This thesis will look at how McCarthy supported and was supported by the Republican 
party, and how he in turn supported and was supported by members of the press. It will also 
argue that McCarthy’s usefulness for the Republican party was increased because of his 
ability to manipulate the press. The first chapter provides a brief overview of the 
anticommunist movement before McCarthy. It looks at the First Red Scare, the Palmer Raids, 
the beginnings of the New Deal and how it would counter Communism, anti-New Dealers, 
and how the rhetoric McCarthy often used of being ‘soft ‘on Communism evolved.  
 The second chapter investigates how the Republican party profited from McCarthy. 
First, it exhibits that there were many Republican Senators who gravely condemned 
McCarthy’s methods. Then, it shows how some of the Republican Senators deemed him a 
useful weapon. Thirdly, this chapter argues that McCarthy enabled the radical right to unify 
against a common cause. Finally, it argues that the Republican party benefited the most from 
McCarthy during the elections of 1950. After these elections, McCarthy became so popular 
that presidential candidates had to take him into account in every step of their campaign. 
 The third chapter  investigates how the press was manipulated by McCarthy as a 
means for him to reach a wider audience. First, it looks into how reporters were initially 
trapped in their own policy because of the trend of ‘straight reporting’. Then,  it explains how 
McCarthy took advantage of the press’ deadlines and leads. Furthermore, this chapter 
discusses how the press was vital in conveying McCarthy’s alarming message after his speech 
in Wheeling, Virginia.  In addition, this chapter explores how McCarthy and the press 
maintained a mutually beneficial relationship. Finally, this chapter investigates how reporters 
would be intimidated and smeared whenever they criticized McCarthy. 
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 This analysis is innovative in the sense that it focusses on topics other scholars have 
touched, but not looked at solely. Whereas scholars often research the influence McCarthy 
had on society, the press, the Republican party, universities, and how these institutions 
affected him, there is limited research on how McCarthy was specifically used for political or 
material profit. The analysis provided here will hopefully open up new perspectives for 
discussion. 
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Chapter 1: Anticommunism before McCarthy 
 
When McCarthy entered the political stage, anticommunism had been around for 
many decades. Indeed, many had preceded McCarthy, and worked with him, in the hunt for 
alleged Communists. Schrecker has called these men “Red-Baiters Inc.”38 and before moving 
on to McCarthy, it is important to understand who these first Red-baiters were and what 
distinguished them from McCarthy. In this chapter, a history of red-baiting will be given, 
which looks at the First Red Scare and the Palmer Raids, the rise of the New Deal, later 
attacks on the New Deal, and finally how anticommunist rhetoric utilizes rhetoric like ‘soft’ 
on Communism. After this history is related, the unique nature of McCarthyism will be 
discussed and I will show how differs from other anticommunist movements.  
Many agree that the first voices of anticommunism came during and after WWI in 
reaction to the rise to power of the Bolsheviks in Russia.39 In 1917, the Bolsheviks had 
executed their revolution, and in as soon as 1919, Russian Bolshevism had replaced German 
intrigue as the most feared foreign subversion.40 There were several ways in which 
Bolshevism scared Americans. 
In the United States, there was an atmosphere of social unrest because of soaring 
inflation, ungovernable unemployment, and massive, violent strikes.41 When United States 
                                                          
38 Schrecker, Many Are the Crimes, 85 
39 Schrecker, Many Are the Crimes,  52 for example. Schrecker argues that even though the countersubversive 
ideology may be traced back to the Mayflower, it wasn’t until after World War I that those affiliated with 
anticommunism found their initial opportunity to enter the political landscape. 
40 Mark Ellis, “J. Edgar Hoover and the “Red Summer” of 1919” Journal of American Studies 28, no. 1 
(1994): 39-40. 
41 Gregory Debler, “Palmer Raids” Encyclopedia Brittanica, accessed October 30, 2017.  
 https://www.britannica.com/topic/Palmer-Raids. 
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citizens heard about the Bolshevik Revolution in faraway Russia, they were simultaneously 
experiencing a revolutionary period within their own borders as in 1919 weeks of shocking 
testimony on the subject reiterated the Bolshevik monstrosities before a special Senate 
investigating committee.42 
Especially considering the enormous labor riots at the time, it was not entirely strange 
for Americans to be anxious about their way of life. One-fifth of the nation’s work-force had 
gone out on a strike to protest the unemployment, the inflation, and to demand wage 
increase43, echoing the labor revolt of the Bolsheviks. For several years there had been clashes 
between striking workers and local authority. In 1916 alone there had been four major 
incidents involving violence. First, a bomb had exploded on July 22, killing 10 and injuring 
40. Second, on August 19, strikebreakers were hired to break up and beat down picketing 
strikers in Everett – an event during which local police watched and didn’t intervene. Then, 
on October 30, vigilantes subjected Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) speakers to 
whipping, tripping, and kicking.44 Finally, on November 5, the Everett Massacre took place. 
The Everett Massacre was a bloody confrontation between members of the IWW and local 
authorities, ending in seven deaths, more than 40 wounded.  
Along with the labor riots there were vast race riots as well. J. Edgar Hoover, then 
director of the Bureau of Investigation (BI), believed that the Bolsheviks secretly fueled these 
race riots by spreading propaganda among the African-American population.45 During the 
riots in Charleston, South Carolina, Bisbee, Arizona, and Longview, Texas, it was believed 
that there was a ‘sinister movement’ behind the rioting. Hoover had given the BI specific 
                                                          
42 Schrecker, Many Are the Crimes, 55. 
43 Ibid. 
44 Ronald L. Filippelli, Labor conflict in the United States : An encyclopedia. (New York: Garland Publishing Co., 
1990)  xxiv. 
45 Ellis, “J. Edgar Hoover and the “Red Summer” of 1919,” 39. 
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orders to investigate how subversive propaganda among blacks had played a part.46 Yet, the 
BI found no connection between the black rioting and the “radical or Bolshevik propaganda”. 
Despite this, throughout 1919 many shared Hoover’s fear of ‘Black Bolshevism’.47 
Indeed, according to the New York Times, the Bolshevik propaganda, “[bore] its natural and 
inevitable fruit” on the black community, as they were a “willing audience of revolutionary 
propagandists,” and the New York Tribune condemned “the excessive disturbances caused by 
the negroes” and blamed Left Wing Socialist propaganda that they believed was spread 
among the African Americans.48 They argued that this was all according to the Bolshevik plan 
to overthrow the American government. 
The Bolshevik anxiety reached its height in late April 1919, when 36 booby trap 
dynamite-filled bombs had been sent by anarchists to a number of politicians and political 
appointees. The bombs were supposed to be delivered on May Day, the day on which the 
socialists and communists commemorate the Haymarket Affair in Chicago, 1886. Some of the 
bombs were intercepted before detonation, but those that did reach their target caused 
considerable damage. Because this was the first real, large-scale attack on foreign soil, the 
fear of Communist revolution that was already present was now awakened. It was like a 
match lighting a bonfire. Thus, Gregory Dehler argues, the May Day bombings initiated the 
First Red Scare.49 
One month later, a second series of bombings took place and Attorney General A. 
Mitchell Palmer’s home was all but destroyed. As a result – and in combination with the 
already existing anxiety due to the riots – public pressure for action against the ‘radical 
agitators’ was increased. Both to counter the subversives and to portray himself as the law-
                                                          
46 Ibid, 42. 
47 Ellis, “J. Edgar Hoover and the “Red Summer” of 1919,” 55-56. 
48 Ibid, 46. 
49 Gregory Debler, “Palmer Raids” Encyclopedia Brittanica, accessed October 30, 2017.  
 https://www.britannica.com/topic/Palmer-Raids. 
Van der Linden 15 
 
and-order Democratic presidential candidate, Palmer created the General Intelligence 
Division in the Bureau of Investigation together with Herbert Hoover.50 
On November 7, 1919, U.S. local and federal authorities raided the headquarters of the 
Union of Russian Workers in New York City, where they arrested over 200 individuals. Two 
weeks later, on November 25, a second raid on the same headquarters revealed a false wall 
behind which a bomb factory was hidden. This discovery confirmed suspicion of a revolution 
by radical groups. The only option Palmer saw was to deport the radicals. Consequently, 249 
radicals were deported to Russia on what was later called “the Soviet Ark”.51 On January 
1920, the biggest of the Palmer Raids took place, when an estimate of between 3,000 to 
10,000 people were arrested in over 30 cities. These raids exceeded their warrants and most of 
those arrested were guilty of nothing more than having a foreign accent. Despite this, Palmer 
claimed that the work was “far from done”, stating that there were still more than 300,000 
dangerous communists at large inside the United States.52  
In a review of the situation in 1920, Palmer defended the raids and explained how the 
menace of Bolshevism might be checked by deporting the subversives. He began by stating 
that “we have been compelled to clean up the country almost unaided by any virile 
legislation.”53 Indeed, he portrayed himself and the Department of Justice as protectors of the 
national well-being, saying “The Department of Justice will pursue the attack of these “Reds” 
upon the Government of the United States with vigilance, and no alien, advocating the 
overthrow of existing law and order in this country, shall escape arrest and prompt 
deportation.”54 Furthermore, he deplored the way Congress was slow to take action on the 
present menace – a sense of softness of conduct was created. After depicting the ‘Reds’ as 
                                                          
50 Ibid.  
51 Gregory Debler, “Palmer Raids” Encyclopedia Brittanica, accessed October 30, 2017.  
 https://www.britannica.com/topic/Palmer-Raids.. 
52 Ibid.  
53 Mitchell A. Palmer, “The Case against the Reds” Forum 63, (1920): 173. 
54 Ibid, 174. 
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criminal aliens, anarchists that are “fearless of [their] own life”, and radical fanatics, he 
explained that the only way to relieve the United States of subversives was to deport them.  
He argued that it would be better to be rid of them than have them carry out the principles of 
the Communist Party in the United States.55 In the meantime, the news of the brutality of the 
raids shifted public opinion toward disapproval, and the conduct of the Palmer Raids and their 
constitutionality was brought into question.56 Palmer’s unfulfilled, ominous prediction of a 
May Day 1920 revolution greatly diminished his credibility with the public. Consequently, 
the Palmer Raids ended and the First Red Scare ended with them, leaving some diminished 
anxiety. 
For several years this diminished anxiety was a minor presence in the United States.  
Schrecker emphasizes that despite this, the Red Scare had spawned several right-wing groups 
and organizations that found new ground on which to build their anticommunist society. For 
example, in the immediate aftermath of World War I the American Legion was founded. 
Schrecker argues that because they were “the largest mass-based organization within the 
countersubversive world and the one that most single-mindedly and continuously pushed an 
anticommunist agenda”, they exemplify the many patriotic organizations that were so typical 
of the anticommunist network.57 
Alex Goodall, however, argues that the 1930s, or the so-called Red Decade, marked a 
nadir for anticommunism in the United States and a terrible time for many anticommunists, as 
anticommunist sentiments were not able to gain much support.58 Schrecker, in turn, opposes 
this by stressing that the persistence of these groups should not be underestimated as they 
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often outlasted congressional anticommunist movements59. During the 1930s, still, it was 
tough to resume the anticommunist movement, but, as Goodall argues, “These awkward 
stumblings proved to be critical developments for anti-communism in America, the first 
inkling of a renaissance that was…to push it once again to the centre[sic] of Americans’ sense 
of self.” And that is exactly what happened once the New Deal was in place. 
 Almost from the outset, the New Deal was deemed a Communist instrument by its 
opponents. However, the opposite was true. Roosevelt realized that the powers that beckoned 
in Europe would be able to gain power in the United States. The Great Depression, along with 
the rise of fascism in mainland Europe, made Communism a more attractive form of 
government in a wider public during the end of the 1920s and the beginning of the 1930s. 
Indeed, capitalism had apparently failed as a viable economic system, so many people were 
interested in exploring alternative systems. Roosevelt acknowledged this in a 1936 address to 
the Democratic State Convention in Syracuse, N.Y. where he stated that, “Communism is a 
manifestation of the social unrest which always comes with widespread economic 
maladjustment,” adding that not only does the Democratic party denounce it, they “have been 
realistic enough to face it.”60  
Furthermore, Ira Katznelson argues that,  
 
“When FDR spoke of how “withered leaves of industrial enterprise lie on every side; 
farmers find no markets for their produce; the savings of many years in thousands of 
families are gone,” and, “more important, a host of unemployed citizens face the grim 
problem of existence,” his listeners understood that in that “dark hour of our national 
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life” even more was at stake than whether capitalism’s spectacular collapse could be 
rectified.”61  
 
It was a critical period in history during which the United States’ political course would be 
decided for years to come. Business had mostly failed, savings had mostly made up for the 
unemployment and consequential lack of income. There was an atmosphere of revolution, a 
mirrored reaction of what happened in Europe, in the U.S. Roosevelt believed that the only 
way to meet the challenges that had to be faced was “to offer a workable program of 
reconstruction”; the New Deal.62 
Even though the New Deal was revolutionary in its own way, it was therefore, among 
many other things, a measure against Communist revolution in the home country. Roosevelt 
understood that measures would be more effective than reaction. As he argued, “Reaction is 
no barrier to the radical, it is a challenge, a provocation,” adding that therefore, “we waged 
war against those conditions  which make revolutions…In America in 1933 the people did not 
attempt to remedy wrongs by overthrowing their institutions. Americans were made to realize 
that wrongs could and would be set right within their institutions.”63 Thus, Roosevelt 
defended  the New Deal against the charge of Communism; it was actually a measure against 
the very dangers of Communism. 
Slowly, however, a new wave of anticommunism came about. Goodall emphasizes 
two ways of looking at the Communist threat.64 The first way is that those politicians 
following a more moderate set of ideas would link the threat with New Deal Democrats. They 
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would argue that the less citizens accept benefits by the government, the less machinery 
would be necessary by the government to implement its policy, and, in effect, the smaller the 
danger would be that it could be taken over by Communists.65 
A resurgence of the Red Scare came just before World War II when Stalin’s 
totalitarian regime was directly set against the regime of Hitler’s Nazism. According to Alex 
Goodall, the threat to national stability now came not just from one side of the political 
spectrum, but from both left and right.66 This confusing state of affairs led to a new way of 
formulating the problem: “the idea that the modern regimes of extreme right and left were two 
faces of the same evil, and a plague upon both their houses.”  
Whereas in the 1910s and 1920s most Americans still focused on ethnic and racial 
issues as much as the nature of their rivals’ political system, in the 1930s a more explicit, 
damning conception of totalitarianism as a political system became prominent.67 However, as 
Ira Katznelson has shown, it was impossible for America not to co-operate with Stalin’s 
Soviet Union during World War II.68 Indeed, he argues that during the 1930s and 1940s, “the 
capacity for unblemished choices had disappeared,”69 and America was forced to cooperate 
with a totalitarian government. 
The Republican party played into this fear of Communism by employing 
anticommunist rhetoric in dealing with Democratic internal and foreign policy.  They would, 
for example, compare the New Deal with socialism, and in turn Communism. Comparing 
socialism to Communism, or using the slippery slope of socialism automatically leading to 
Communism, was a trope that was often employed by anticommunist movements. An 
awareness program containing the film Communism on the Map for example utilized this 
                                                          
65 Koeppen, “The Republican Radical Right,” 75. 
66 Goodall, “Diverging Paths,” 50 
67 Goodall, “Diverging Paths,” 51 
68 Katznelson, Fear Itself, 17. 
69 Katznelson, Fear Itself, 8 
Van der Linden 20 
 
trope to emphasize that no other way than the ‘American’ way could be accepted in American 
society, or else it would automatically lead to Communism.70 
Furthermore, the Republican party would attack, among many others, President 
Truman or Adlai Stevenson, especially in his position as Principal Attorney and special 
assistant to Colonel Frank Knox during World War II, as being ‘soft’ on Communism. Indeed, 
because of his soft diplomacy, Roosevelt was accused of having sold the U.S. out at Yalta. 71 
To understand the importance of McCarthy, it is first important to understand how these 
arguments were made and where the sentiments for these policies came from. 
In the 1930s, there was still uncertainty of how the New Deal would affect American 
society; its new institutions weren’t fully implemented, its effects quite uncertain. In 1935, 
just before the so-called Second New Deal was in effect, F. Trubee Davison, former assistant 
Secretary of War, likened the New Deal to an experiment of which was unsure whether the 
goal was collectivism or outright Communism or fascism72. In his opinion, the collectivist, 
socialist aspect of the New Deal would ultimately lead to Communism.  Furthermore, at the 
time of the 1936 elections, Chairman John D. M. Hamilton opened the Republican 
Presidential campaign in Kentucky with raising a voice against the ‘Communism’ of the New 
Deal.73 He urged Republicans and Jeffersonian Democrats alike to support Governor Landon 
in the elections, especially on the issue of “preserving the American form of Government.” 
The New Deal did not only receive criticism from the other side of the aisle. In a 1936 
speech, Democratic Governor of New York discussed the “betrayal of the Democratic 
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Party”7475. In his opinion, “This country was organized on the principles of representative 
democracy, and you can’t mix Socialism or Communism with that. They are like oil and 
water; they refuse to mix.”76 He believed that the New Deal embodied too much of the 
Communist ideology that it had no place in American politics. Moreover, he was not the only 
one from the Democratic party to argue this. Conservative Democrats shared the Governor’s 
opinion. One of them, Senator Martin Dies, of whom a discussion will follow later, even went 
as far as to claim that the Government knowingly harbored Communists. 
Unfortunately, as was noted earlier, the 1930s were a nadir in anticommunism, and the 
sentiments did not find much support. According to the American Institute of Public Opinion, 
the anticommunist issue was not yet a vote-catcher77. Polls showed that less than four percent 
of the persons who explained their vote gave “Socialistic tendencies of the New Deal” as a 
reason for a vote against Roosevelt. After all, Roosevelt won the 1936 Presidential Elections 
with 523 electoral votes against 8. However, for certain movements in the United States there 
was a rationalization behind the association of the New Deal to Communism. If Communists 
had really infiltrated in the American Government or the State Department, they would need 
influence in every part of society to spread their Communist ideology. 
For one group, the ideology rested in the idea that a minority of American were 
conspiring to seize control of the United States’ social and political institutions, consecutively 
turning the U.S. into a Communist satellite.78 The New Deal provided this minority with an 
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apparatus that enabled them to spread their ideology to every corner of society. The 
rationalization against the New Deal was then that when fewer people depend on government 
welfare, the less machinery would be necessary by the government to distribute welfare, the 
smaller the danger would be that the machinery may be taken over by Communists. As such, 
it was a form of self-protection to not let the government interfere in autonomous provision. 
Koeppen argues that this is one of the ideologies of the radical right79, a movement of which a 
more detailed discussion will follow. 
 For another group, the New Deal was a deep infringement on their civil liberties and 
personal autonomy. Invoking the language of the United States Constitution, the Republican 
Party Platform of 1940 attacked the New Deal on such things as the Establishment of Justice, 
Domestic Tranquility, and Provision for the Common Defense. 80 They argued that the 
Roosevelt administration’s reform has resulted in seven years of confusion, turmoil, and 
contradictory policies. In short, the New Deal had failed America. 
 Furthermore, the Republican Party Platform believed that the New Deal had 
“quenched the American spirit”. 81 They felt the American spirit was especially hurt by “the 
New Deal encouragement of various groups that seek to change the American form of 
government by means outside the Constitution.” They believed that the development of the 
so-called Fifth Column – a name given to the idea of potential sedition and to groups who are 
seen as disloyal – should be a warning to the American people. Their goal, therefore, was to 
“get rid of such borers from within.”82 
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 This trope of the attack on true American values was continued in the 1944 Platform, 
where it was argued that America could “remain a Republic only in name” when New Deal 
policy was to continue for four more years.83 Again rejecting the ‘communist and New Deal 
concept’, the Republican Party Platform of 1944 attacked next to every part of the New Deal 
policy implemented in the preceding years. From agriculture to labor reform, from business to 
foreign trade, everything had to be rolled back. 
 Between the Republican party and the radical right, however, there was a difference of 
opinion as to the degree at which legislation should be rolled back. Whereas the Republican 
party, which was at the time quite moderate84, called for adaptation of the existing policies 
and to opt for a remaining part of Big Government85, the radical right’s solution was of a 
more fundamentalist nature. The radical right wished to return to the earlier virtues of 
individual initiative and self-reliance. Politically, this meant the dismantling of much of the 
social security program, eliminating the income tax, reducing the role of the federal 
government to a minimum, and giving welfare, labor, and similar legislation responsibilities 
back to local government institutions.86  
Secondly, a fractious and rapidly transforming society would re-emphasize the idea of 
communism as a greater threat than just a rival political system.87 During the final years of 
World War II, there were disputes over Stalin’s growing list of demands for the U.S.S.R. And 
as soon as World War II was finished, the Grand Alliance between the Soviet Union, the 
United States, and the United Kingdom, was basically over as President Truman rejected 
many of Stalin’s demands. As Goodall notes, the breakdown of the Grand Alliance and the 
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emerging Cold War saw comparisons between Stalin and Hitler rapidly returning to public 
debate.88 In consequence, anticommunists were able to use anti-totalitarian rhetoric in the 
McCarthy era effectively, often to criticize ‘soft’ positions taken by FDR and Truman, 
arguing that it was a ‘hard’ position that should be taken. The definition of being ‘soft’ or 
‘hard’ on something is somewhat fluid, but it is important to set these two apart. 
This trope of being ‘soft’ in execution of your policy has been around since at least 
World War II, when Clare Luce in 1942 accused the Roosevelt administration of fighting a 
‘soft war’.89 As a keynote speaker at the Republican State Convention in Connecticut, Luce 
argued that it was the Republican party’s duty to “cooperate fully with the Federal 
Administration in waging war and that it was equally its duty to criticize the Administration’s 
policies to bring about improvements.” In particular, she plead for the elimination of “politics 
as usual” and for America to bring “total victory”.90  
The rhetorical frame of ‘soft war’ suggested that American forces were not used to 
their full potential.  Clare Luce argued that the ‘softness’ was why the war was still 
proceeding. If the United States really wanted to make a difference they had to adopt a ‘hard’ 
mentality and aim for “total victory”. As such, the terms are used to indicate the degree of 
American intervention; ‘soft’ for not enough, ‘hard’ for a more interferential policy.  
McCarthyites would take this ‘hard’ stance specifically against Communists-in-
Government and Communism itself. However, in their view, it was a system so alien to the 
foundations on which the United States was built that it had to be fully eradicated from every 
corner of society and rooted out of every political institution. Furthermore, on the one hand 
they believed in enactment of the First Amendment, but on the other hand they felt 
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Communists had abandoned this right the moment they abandoned American principles. In 
short, they believed Communism had no place at all in American society whatsoever. 
The conventional execution of a ‘soft’ policy against Communism would be a policy 
of condemnation but a continuing diplomacy. Especially when it became clear that the Soviet 
Union’s nuclear program had succeeded in building nuclear bombs, many people argued that 
it would be wise to aim for diplomacy rather than American ‘total victory’. According to 
Daniel Bell, American self-consciousness received a profound shock during the postwar era. 
After the United States had contributed to the victory in Europe, “American productivity and 
prodigality were going to inspire an archaic Europe and a backward colonial system.”91 But 
this ideal quickly vanished after the fall of mainland China, and during the war in Korea it 
became clear that American prodigality had its limits. This rhetoric was not limited to a 
certain party, but mostly used by the Republicans. For instance, in 1952 it was then General 
Eisenhower who criticized the Democrats for being ‘soft’ on Communism and allowing 
dictatorship to continue to cast fear on the world.92 But in 1954, it was Eisenhower who was 
criticized as President by some of his own party members, among which McCarthy, of the 
exact same ‘soft’ policy.93 He was then defended by several Democrats, who reminded the 
accusers of Eisenhower’s loyalty to the United States. 
In all these news articles, the policy of being ‘soft’ on Communism is equated with un-
Americanism. Bell articulates the rationalization behind the idea of active American 
participation, being ‘hard’ on something, is the breakdown of what W.W. Rostow named the 
‘American style’.94 The ‘American style’ is based around three assumptions: the 
maximization of the individual value, the rise of material wealth would dissolve all strains of 
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inequality, and a plethora of experience would provide solutions and insight for the future.  
During the postwar era, these three assumptions broke down and created serious social strain 
and discontent. The Republican party exacerbated the present emotions by articulating their 
source and aiming the problems of ‘softness’ at the Administration. Thus, politicians attacked 
the China policy for being ‘soft’95, and politicians attacked each other on their internal policy 
as being ‘soft’96 
Another point is to bring up old arguments such as the idea that Roosevelt’s 
administration was ‘soft’ on Communism. Senator Robert A. Taft, for instance, blamed 
Roosevelt for inviting a ‘soft’ policy after recognizing Russia in 1933; a policy that “has 
lasted up to this day.”97 Many others argued that Roosevelt “sold out” at Yalta, when 
Roosevelt, Stalin, and Churchill agreed that Poland and parts of Eastern Europe would be 
ceded to Stalin.98 From the perspective of liberals, this was not so much a loss as Stalin 
already controlled the territory anyway. However, historians agree that this was “a stick to 
beat the Democrats up with in the McCarthy era.”99 Thus, the anticommunist movement was 
able to find ground and support; through attacking the New Deal and invoking social 
sentiments against the Democratic administrations.  
McCarthyism takes it one step further. Whereas the earlier red-baiters and respectable 
anticommunists were, primarily, men who crusaded against Communism by using political 
institutions and means to reach their goal, McCarthy resorted to character assassination, smear 
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campaigns, and intimidation in order to paint opponents ‘Red’ and intimidate them into 
leaving him alone. 
 Character assassination may be described as a deliberate attempt to destroy an 
individual’s or an institution’s credibility or reputation by systematically raising false 
accusations, spreading false rumors, and manipulating information. Dean Acheson was often 
a target of McCarthy’s attempted character assassination. Firstly, because it was easy to link 
Acheson to Communism because of his continued support of the convicted Alger Hiss.100 
Secondly, because he was the Secretary of State he ‘knew’ about the 205 Communists-in-
Government and harbored them. In addition, Acheson and General Marshall were, according 
to McCarthy, responsible for the failure in Korea. McCarthy thus attempted to paint Acheson 
as the ‘Red’ Dean. 
 Thus, whereas other anticommunists held their campaign in political spheres, 
McCarthy moved into the private and raised his crusade to another level of which many 
would argue that it went too far.  
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Chapter 2: The Exploitation of Joe McCarthy by the Republican Party 
As was shown in the previous chapter, not only was anticommunism an ideology to 
which people could commit themselves in a struggle for advancement, anticommunism was 
also used as a tool by specific institutions in order to mobilize the masses and sway voters – 
and manipulate public opinion –  to their advantage. Despite the Republican party’s efforts to 
counter the Democratic bulwark they faced during the Roosevelt and Truman administration, 
they were unable to gain much ground for their ideologies. The party needed a game-changer. 
In Senator McCarthy, the Republican party had found their instrument for taking back the 
initiative. 
 It was not so much the anticommunist movement McCarthy represented that made him 
useful to the party. Of course, the fear that the Communist Party was powerful enough to 
influence every corner of U.S. society contributed to the anticommunist paranoia.  Johnson 
acknowledges that the conditions for the movement were already present even before 
McCarthy entered the political stage. 101 Indeed, McCarthy rose to power because a political 
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dynamic had been created in the late 1940s by a group of Republican partisans seeking to 
capitalize on the anticommunist issue.102 
Furthermore, Johnson believes that McCarthy would never have gained such 
prominence had he not received the encouragement of a great number of politicians103. 
McCarthy got his support not only from his constituents or from other Senators. He was also 
assisted by anticommunist interest groups. Schrecker denominates four specific groups. 
Firstly, there was the liberal activism that supported sanctions against Communists. Secondly, 
there were left-wingers composed of anti-Stalinist radicals who attacked Communists as 
traitors to the socialist ideal. Thirdly, there was support from businesses. Finally, there was 
the ultraconservative version of McCarthyism peddled by patriotic groups and right-wing 
activists.104 This thesis focusses on the last group in combination with conservative 
Democrats who held the same ideals as the anticommunist movement. 
 In the end, Johnson argues, McCarthy was the beneficiary, not the leader, of the 
anticommunist movement.105 Even though this is true, I also argue that above him, the 
Republican party was the beneficiary of McCarthy. I would even go as far as to argue that he 
was an instrument, used by the Republican party, to further their ideological goals and gain 
voter appreciation. McCarthy’s ideology, his rhetoric, and his zeal made him stand out. But 
what is most important was the fact that he was able to articulate what a greater portion of the 
Republican voter base was experiencing.  
This chapter looks at how the Republican party profited from McCarthy and his 
Communism-in-Government rhetoric. It shows how he was, in fact, their Faustian bargain; 
they used him but the price was that other Republican Senators were afraid of him and he had 
to be supported constantly. First, this chapter examines the fear other Senators had for 
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McCarthy. Second, this chapter relates how McCarthy’s value was acknowledged really early. 
Then, it discusses how McCarthy’s rhetoric appealed to the ‘radical right’. Next, an analysis is 
given of how McCarthy contributed greatly to the 1950s election and the Republican victories 
that were made. Finally, this chapter looks at how, during the Presidential campaign of 1951, 
McCarthy’s popularity was so established that candidates had to always consider him in their 
speeches; not condemning him but also not endorsing him. 
Although McCarthy came to represent the anticommunist movement within the 
Republican party, there were many who were afraid of him and his methods. Indeed, even 
though he was seen as a convenient weapon by some conservative Republicans, the more 
moderate wing of the party, other Senators and Representatives, became afraid to speak their 
minds or be critical of him.106 Moreover, some Republicans even refused to be seen near 
people McCarthy disapproved of.  
  As a news article by William S. White in the New York Times put it, the Democratic 
strategy for meeting Senator McCarthy in Washington D.C. was “necessarily negative, and 
sometimes diffuse.”107 White analyzed that no one in Congress on the Democrat side was 
really in the position to make a final decision on McCarthy, or to become his one antagonist. 
What is more interesting is that the Republicans also confronted McCarthy with uncertainty, 
as, according to White, they had no real understanding of the appeal that McCarthy had either. 
Indeed, one of the newest additions to the Republican political battle against anticommunism 
begot fear in many of his colleagues. In short, both parties were still extremely careful when 
dealing with McCarthy. 
 It was four months after the Wheeling speech that one of the most famous rebukes to 
McCarthy was iterated. On the first of June, 1950, Margaret Chase Smith delivered her 
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“Declaration of Conscience”-speech, in which she condemned both the Democratic failures of 
the preceding years and the present rise of McCarthyism.108  
 She opened her speech in earnest: “I would like to speak briefly and simply about a 
serious national condition. It is a national feeling of fear and frustration that could result in 
national suicide…” Then, she criticized not only McCarthy’s actions, but also her fellow 
Senators’ inaction. She believed the Senate had become a “publicity platform for irresponsible 
sensationalism”, for “vilification”, and “selfish political gain at the sacrifice of individual 
reputations and national unity.”109 She urges her colleagues to “do some soul-searching” and 
“weigh our consciences”, for what they failed to do was ensure civil liberty. Indeed, as Smith 
argues, the American people “are sick and tired of being afraid to speak their minds lest they 
be politically smeared as ‘Communists’ or ‘Fascists’ by their opponents.”  
Smith was not alone in this battle. Her declaration was supported by seven other 
senators, Senator Tobey, Senator Aiken, Senator Morse, Senator Ives, Senator Thye, and 
Senator Hendrickson – all Republicans. After her declaration, another Republican moderate, 
Smith of New Jersey, wished to add his name to her list of endorsement.110  Johnson argues 
that it seemed “as if voices of reason might prevail, for Margaret Chase Smith’s memorable 
call to conscience was not the only sign of Republican moderates’ rising concern about 
McCarthyism…”.111 Henry Stimson, Secretary of War under FDR, and Dwight D. 
Eisenhower also rebuked McCarthy. Eisenhower warned that calling names was “a behind-
the-iron-curtain trick” and Americans should never resort to smearing others with the epithet 
of Communist.112 
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 And yet, the fear for Joe McCarthy won. As Johnson accounts, within weeks “all but 
one of Margaret Chase Smith’s cosigners dropped their public opposition to McCarthy.”113  
Either they would publicly signal their support for the anticommunist crusade, or they would 
remain silent. Only Senator Morse remained faithful, but he left the Republican party soon 
after. As Smith recalls in her memoirs “Joe had the Senate paralyzed with fear.”114 It was just 
too big a risk to take on McCarthy. To add insult to injury, when a few years later Smith 
reiterated parts of her declaration in response to McCarthy’s smearing of General Marshall, 
she was speedily replaced from McCarthy’s investigating subcommittee by the then newbie 
Richard Nixon. As Johnson argued “the lesson was clear: Cross McCarthy, he’ll get you. 
Don’t, he’ll reward you.”115 
Senators had already become afraid of McCarthy, but after several victories during the 
1950 elections, as a result of which Democrats would be replaced by Republicans, silence was 
the only viable option to not cross McCarthy. Indeed, a signal had been given after Tydings 
had lost to John M. Butler in the Maryland 1950 caucus. In that race, McCarthy had heavily 
campaigned  in favor of Butler and because of McCarthy, Butler had been able to triumph 
over Tydings.116 It was Lyndon B. Johnson who, therefore, led the Democrats into a policy of 
silence.117 And thus, McCarthy’s opponents either resorted to silence and the safety of not 
being noticed, or outright opposition with the danger of being marked as one of his 
adversaries. 
Even though many representatives of both Houses of Congress feared McCarthy, by 
some he was deemed a useful weapon. Indeed, McCarthy divided the Republican party. He 
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drew most of his support from the conservative Old Guard and most of his critics from the 
moderate wing. However, those who supported him didn’t support him for his ideas. By 20 
February 1950, McCarthy’s value had been acknowledged by several Senators. His purpose 
was to keep on talking about Communists in the State Department, and to attack the Truman 
administration. On this day, McCarthy revealed some of his loyalty risks to the entire Senate. 
He had pierced the ‘iron curtain’ of the State Department and had obtained damning new 
information on Communist spies.118 The briefcase that he held in his hand contained files on 
these people. What followed was a reading of an adapted version of the ‘Lee list’. Johnson 
describes how Democrats were unprepared for this, they were stumped.119 As a result, they 
were unable to effectively counterattack. The Republicans, however, knew exactly what 
McCarthy was doing. At least one Republican Senator, Senator Ferguson, followed 
McCarthy’s speech step-by-step. What McCarthy was reading were not so much files he 
found, but a three-year-old compilation of loyalty investigative files compiled by Robert E. 
Lee; McCarthy had just changed the language and the order of the numbers on this list.120 
Geoffrey Kabaservice recounts how Senator Taft was on the one hand publicly 
rejecting McCarthy, but on the other hand privately encouraging him. He argues that, “Taft 
viewed McCarthy as a reckless demagogue but a useful weapon to be used against the Dems 
and liberal-dominated institutions like the State Department.”121 On March 21 a newspaper 
article appeared in The Washington Post that described that Drew Pearson had overheard 
Republican Senator Taft at a Capitol luncheon talking to other Republican Senators about  
advising McCarthy to “keep on talking” about his charges of Communists in the State 
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Department.122 In the words of Taft, “I told Joe to keep on talking, keep them confused. If he 
keeps talking long enough, people will believe him.” 
It was because of his unrelenting attacks on the Democratic representatives that many 
other Republicans found him useful as well in their own campaigns to “turn the rascals 
out.”123 He would continue attacking the Democrats until 1953, after which point he turned 
towards the moderate wing of his own party. Until then, he was useful and had to be protected 
by the party members. On February 20, McCarthy was allowed to proceed by the Republican 
Senators, even though he was lying to the Senate. Indeed, distinguished representatives such 
as Senator Henry Cabot Lodge and even Taft had remained silent during his speech. Later, in 
gathering information and evidence to support his claims on internal subversion, McCarthy 
had called in the help of several Republican anticommunist Senators – Sen. Nixon, Sen. 
Bridges of New Hampshire, Sen. Knowland of California, and Senator Wherry of Nebraska. 
When Wherry was asked what the reason for the meeting was, he answered, “Oh, Mac has 
gone out on a limb and kind of made a fool of himself, and we have to back him up now.”124 
And they did what was needed to support him. 
To understand a great part of the support for McCarthy, it is important to examine a 
movement which some social scientists have named the ‘radical right’. Social scientists such 
as Hofstadter and Lipset, among others, have written essays on the movements of the radical 
right in order to understand what motivated these movements to reject almost every American 
institution and how they sought to eliminate those persons that threatened their values or 
economic interests. The radical right, therefore, was not one easily defined group, but rather a 
sum of subgroups that all had differing motivations.  
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Many Republicans believed that the radical right’s ideologies were “ridiculous, 
outmoded, and the more extreme of its political tactics [are] outrageous”.125 Yet, as Sheilah 
Koeppen points out, the radical right was insistently drawn to the Republican party, for they 
saw this party as the only entity of government that was still free from the Communist taint.126 
Indeed, the radical right’s support was so valuable that, even though the Republican party 
denounced political extremism in general terms, they refrained from singling the movement 
out. And those who did support the radical right were not merely Republicans; the radical 
right consisted of loyal and active Republican party members who frequently influenced 
decision-making.127 The fact that such an influential movement had such extreme views, in 
combination with the moderate course of the Republican party, made for an uneasy alliance in 
which many moderates distanced themselves from the more outspoken ideologies.128  
The radical right is a name given to a collection of groups that all have different 
ideologies and ideas for the future development of the United States. Some groups were more 
interested in past and present foreign policy while others were more focused on internal 
affairs.129 The radical right was not a McCarthy era-specific group. In contrast, what is called 
the radical right has been around for as far back as the 1800s.130  
Moreover, Hofstadter argues that the ideology of the radical right possesses a special 
quality in American life. Even though he praises the possibility of social mobility within the 
United States, he believes that this is one of the biggest sources of the extreme political 
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ideologies of the radical right; social strain and social uncertainty.131 He speculates that the 
“pseudo-conservatism is in good part a product of the rootlessness and heterogeneity of 
American life, and above all, of its peculiar scramble for status and its peculiar search for 
secure identity”.132 Bell agrees that even though the radical right is only a small minority of 
conservatives, it gains its power from the confusion about the changing roles of American 
lives.133 Normally, status and secure identity would be easily distinguishable, but Hofstadter 
argues that in American society, they are tightly interwoven. As a consequence, he continues, 
the United States had become a place in which many people have a lost identity, they have no 
idea of who or what they are or what belongs to them; resulting in a critical amount of social 
strain.  
This uncertainty is then shifted towards a political level. In times of prosperity and 
well-being on a material level, status considerations may be projected on the political plane.134 
This is what Hofstadter and Lipset call status politics135, the clash of various rationalizations 
resulting from status aspirations and personal motives. Opposite of which is interest politics, 
which indicates a clash of material aims and needs between and among various groups. 
During economic depressions, personal discontent is realized as reform or panaceas; 
discontent and a wish for change is expressed through political action, and it is also future-
oriented and positive. However, in times of prosperity, people tend to grouse without a place 
to go complain to. According to Hofstadter, it is status politics that is expressed more in 
vindictiveness, sour memories, and in the search for scapegoats, than in realistic proposals for 
action136.  
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The importance of McCarthy for the emergence of this movement has been widely 
acknowledged. Before World War II, there was no real systematic radical right movement, 
but rather many tiny movements that all had their own issues. Lipset argues that during the 
McCarthy era, a coherent radical right ideology had emerged which characterized past 
Democratic foreign policy as pro-Soviet, and attacked New Deal economic policy as 
Socialist-inspired.137 Even though it’s difficult to characterize what the radical right stood for, 
as it consisted of so many subgroups, and because the groups themselves disagreed with one 
another, it is interesting to find that the common denominator on which all of these extremist 
groups can agree was their vigorous anticommunism.138 
According to Bell, social groups that feel dispossessed  “invariably seek targets on 
whom they can vent their resentments, targets whose power can serve to explain their 
dispossession.”139 They will look for a scapegoat in order to be able to blame something or 
someone for their misfortune. In the case of the radical right, they readily found an enemy in 
the government, in Communists, and in liberal intellectuals. 
Parsons argues that McCarthyism may be understood as a result of social strain or 
strain from major changes in the situation and structure of American society.140 He traces 
American industrial growth back to the industrialization, at which point gradually more 
enterprise came into public hands or in federal control. The New Deal, however, was a 
spontaneous exacerbation of this slow process.141 As a result, Parsons argues, this met with 
considerable conflict and resistance, and the ones responsible should be attacked; the 
Government. The anticommunist rhetoric of Us vs. Them is applicable in this same situation, 
as Bell addresses the appeal in a conspiracy theory of a “control apparatus” in the government 
                                                          
137 Lipset, “The Sources of the “Radical Right”, 335. 
138 Ibid. 
139 Bell, “The Dispossessed,” 3. 
140 Talcott Parsons, “Social Strains in America,” in Bell, The Radical Right,” 209. 
141 Parsons, “Social Strains in America,” 213. 
Van der Linden 38 
 
which is selling out the country.142 Therefore, McCarthy’s rhetoric of distrust, subversion and 
treason appealed to these movements considerably. With their ample influence in the 
Republican party and their profound activism, the radical right provided McCarthy – and 
along with him the entire anticommunist movement – with solid ground. They were the ones 
within the party that made McCarthy helpful for the Republican party to expand its political 
power through anticommunism. 
 The year in which McCarthy was especially helpful to the Republican party was 1950; 
the year in which he melodramatically initiated his attack on Communist subversives in the 
State Department. According to political journalist William S. White, politics were deeply 
influenced by McCarthy’s charges of Communist infiltration in the State Department.143  And 
not just that. Communism as an issue, White argued, baffled both parties. Democrats saw 
danger, Republicans saw an opportunity.144 
 White argued that a number of events, in combination with the charges made by 
McCarthy, made for an atmosphere “that Washington has not, perhaps, ever known 
before.”145 Years earlier, a small anticommunist movement had already begun their campaign 
against Communists.  A resurrection of HUAC in 1938 provided Republicans and 
conservative Democrats with a platform to continue the anticommunist movement146, of 
which Senator Martin Dies was the leader. Woven into the vocabulary of anti-totalitarianism, 
he attacked both communism, socialism and the New Deal, and right-wing and pro-fascist 
groups. According to Dies, the defining feature of the “un-American” in totalitarian nation 
was their prioritization of the state over the individual. 
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 Before the emergence of McCarthyism, however, the United States would complete 
its war on fascism, and would subsequently turn towards Communism as its enemy.147 New 
discussions and topics would change the anticommunist discourse and the nature of the 
anticommunist movement, now shifting the topic from anti-totalitarianism to internal 
subversion and the Communist infiltration. Despite the movement’s effort, it was reasonably 
ineffective in its goal. A 1948 Senate inquiry into the supposed subversives, Communists, and 
fellow travelers in the State Department concluded that “the State Department had been swept 
clean”, none of these employees had been deemed a Soviet spy. Indeed, they were merely 
“security risks”.148 Since January 23, 1947, 134 State Department employees that were 
regarded as “security risks” had been discharged or had quit themselves, but none was a key 
Soviet agent. 
Schrecker emphasizes the ineffectiveness of the Dies committee. She argues that the 
Communists-in-government issue, as formulated by Dies, was in essence a partisan attack by 
conservative New Deal opponents, Republican and Democrat alike.149 The committee 
specialized in making accusations, naming names, providing amounts of Communists in 
institutions, but it was all indirect evidence for the HUAC rather than hard evidence. In 
addition, the committee never used a clear defined definition of what a subversive was. 
Consequentially, this led to abuse. In fact, the only people that were accused were New Deal 
supporters.150  
That is why White stated in 1950 that the Democrats, “with a good deal of wishful 
thinking”, like to compare the new anticommunist wave to the days of 1948, when a failing 
Republican-controlled House Committee on un-American Activities was enunciating the 
                                                          
147 Goodall, „Diverging Paths,“ 68. 
148 n.a. „State Department Held Clear of Reds,” New York Times, August 03, 1948, Proquest Historical 
 Newspapers. 
149 Schrecker, Many Are the Crimes, 108-109. 
150 Schrecker, Many Are the Crimes, 110. 
Van der Linden 40 
 
theme of ‘Communism’, while Truman was denunciating a failing Republican-controlled 
Congress.151 Moreover, it was a time when the theme of anticommunism wasn’t yet rooted in 
American society. However, in 1950, the political stage had a new anticommunist player with 
whom the Democrats had not had experience; Senator Joseph McCarthy. White believed that 
if McCarthy was able to prove that there was even a single highly placed official in Truman’s 
administration who was disloyal, McCarthy would have struck President Truman an almost 
definite blow.152  
 However, even without finding one proven subversive in the State Department thus 
far, McCarthy was able to strike a big blow that year. According to a report by Congress, 
referred to in a New York Times article published in January of 1951, Senator McCarthy had 
had decisive influence in at least four senatorial elections in the preceding year.153 Firstly, 
McCarthy contributed excessively to the defeat of incumbent Senator Lucas of Illinois, 
because of which Everett M. Dirksen could enter the Senate. Secondly, his vital support in 
Idaho enabled Herman Welker to win. Thirdly, but less obviously, Wallace F. Bennett became 
a Senator for the state of Utah. Lastly, and most importantly, McCarthy’s heavy campaigning 
in Maryland ensured victory for John M. Butler, defeating incumbent Senator Tydings. 
Indirectly, McCarthy’s Communism-in-Government campaign of that same year contributed 
to the victory of Senator Nixon in California154, Senator Smith in North Carolina155, and 
Senator Smathers in Florida.156 
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 Richard M. Fried argues that it was not so much McCarthy himself or his resounding 
rhetoric on Communists-in-Government that contributed to the successes of the Republican 
party that year.  He believed that the most important issue in these elections was the Korean 
crisis.157 Before the crisis, Republicans in Congress had supported the Korean intervention, 
but swiftly changed their strategy and blamed the failure of the war on the Administration. 
Senator Kenneth Wherry went as far as to declare that, “the blood of our boys in Korea is on 
[Acheson’s] shoulders, and no one else.”158  
 Some Democrats had hoped that it would work to their advantage. The Administration 
had finally taken a ‘hard’ stance on an issue, intervention with U.S. military power in Korea, 
but the policy had failed. Korea had, partially, fallen to Communism. Democrats believed this 
would show Republican supporters that a ‘hard’ stance on issues was just as dangerous. 
However, this was not the case. The issue temporarily submerged the McCarthy issue, but just 
before the elections it resurfaced with more strength after the July arrest of Julius Rosenberg 
and several others arrests on charges of espionage.159 
 Furthermore, according to Fried, the deciding factor in the election in North Carolina 
was not the Communists-in-Government issue, but the race issue.160 After a small majority 
win over his opponent, Graham was faced with Smith’s right to ask for a runoff election. 
Fried describes how events were unfortunate for Graham. First, the Supreme Court decisions 
McLaurin and Sweatt sparked segregation debates in the South. Then, Senate debates over 
FEPC sparked further discussion. Consequently, Smith was able to attack Graham on the race 
issue and on his leftist tendencies. In addition, pamphlets were circulated that had lines like, 
“Did You Know Over 28 Percent of the Population of North Carolina Is Colored?”, and 
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descriptions of what FEPC might do to white jobholders.161 Graham was faced with a “racial 
blitz”, resulting in the silence of his supporters. Graham lost by a margin of 18,000 votes. 
As Fried concludes, “McCarthyism did have an effect upon the 1950 elections, but its force 
was greatly augmented by momentary world conditions – particularly the jarring incursion by 
the Red Chinese in Korea.”162 
 According to Johnson, in no other state did McCarthy put so much effort, and 
invective, than in the campaign against Senator Tydings in Tydings’s own home state of 
Maryland.163 McCarthy dispatched his key aides, who took over Butler’s campaign and made 
it their own. They provided scripts for Butler, speeches, and strategies, in order for a small 
Republican lawyer from Baltimore to defeat an accomplished Senator. They would mail 
postcards, seemingly signed by Butler, to households – they succeeded in sending out around 
200,000 postcards in total. McCarthy himself raised huge sums of money for the campaign, 
gifts from right-wing contributors and contributors from the anticommunist network.164 A 
daily stream of anti-Tydings propaganda was provided on the editorial page of a local 
newspaper, the Washington Times-Herald, in which he was often portrayed as a Communist 
or of hiding them. McCarthy even coined a new term during these elections to indicate the 
gravity of his case: “Commiecrats”.165 In short, Senator Tydings experienced the full extent of 
what Senator McCarthy was capable of. 
 Furthermore, McCarthy’s team’s use of a doctored picture showing Tydings in deep 
conversation with Communist leader Earl Browder is the perfect example of the character 
assassination in which they were involved. The picture in question is displayed in Figure 1 in 
the appendix. By cropping two photos, a Washington Times-Herald staff member faked a 
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picture in which was hinted that Tydings and Browder conversed intimately, implying 
Tydings’s connections to the Communist movement. However, before Browder testified 
before the Tydings’ committee, the two men had never met or spoken a word to each other. 166 
 It was because of these tactics that Tydings, with help from the Democratic party, 
attested the results and demanded an investigation to determine whether the tactics that had 
been used during the senatorial campaign in Maryland were politically ethical and moral, or 
even legal.167 Tydings had charged that Senator Butler’s campaign amounted to a “tissue of 
lies” against him. He believed that Butler’s campaign resorted to “reckless and unjustified 
attack on me”.168 
Finally, the Senate Elections subcommittee recommended that newly-elected Senator 
John M. Butler, “not be unseated despite a “despicable ‘back-street’ type of campaign” last 
fall.169 In addition, the subcommittee charged Butler with “negligence” of the employed 
smear tactics in his campaign.170 Moreover, the subcommittee found that Butler’s campaign 
expenses far exceeded legal limitations; that his campaign manager was not a legal resident of 
Maryland, which is required by law; that the publication of half-truths, misrepresentations and 
false innuendoes about Tydings were a threat to American principles, referring to the Times-
Herald doctored photo.  
Yet, in the end, Butler was allowed to remain. These elections and this outcome were 
believed by some to have damaged voters’ faith in elections, and even democracy itself.171 
Furthermore, it signaled that McCarthyist tactics to undermine an opponent’s credibility or 
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‘Americanism’ was deemed acceptable.172 Fried argues that in the Maryland elections, other 
factors influenced the Republican victory as well, but on a more circumstantial level than as a 
key factor. For instance, the Maryland Democratic Party was torn by a divisive gubernatorial 
primary in which the unpopular incumbent won. In addition, Butler was able to benefit from 
the wide popularity of his running mate, Theodore R. McKeldin. Furthermore, the black 
voters of Maryland were estranged by the Southern-style conservatism on civil-rights issues 
of Tydings and state party leaders.173 
 According to several journalists, the major losses of the Democratic party in 1950 
signaled an outspoken shift in popular opinion about the Truman administration’s policy. In 
domestic affairs, it meant “a sharp check to the social programs of the New and Fair 
Deals.”174 In foreign affairs, the next Senate would have a greater force against Truman’s 
foreign policy, as they won clear-cut victories in this election. In addition, it signals the 
people renunciation of the moderate liberalism of the preceding years.175 
So whereas at first the majority of Republicans were silent and watchful in company 
of McCarthy176, even going so far as avoiding his desk altogether177, by the end of 1950 he 
was seen as “the most politically powerful first-term Senator in [the 81st] Congress”.178 And 
thus an important member within the Republican party.  In conclusion, it is no surprise that an 
English newspaper reported that “Mr. Guy Gabrielson, the RNC chairman, said over the radio 
early yesterday morning that Senator Tydings had turned an investigation into a “persecution 
of Senator McCarthy.” In a few ill-chosen words Mr. Gabrielson then blessed Senator 
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McCarthy and attributed the victory (of the Republican party) to him, which is, in miserable 
fact, where it belongs.”179 
Eventually, McCarthy became so powerful that his influence could be detrimental to 
your political endeavors. In the 1951 Presidential Campaign, Eisenhower wished to avoid 
experiencing this. Brown describes how Eisenhower, in his attempt to portray himself as the 
candidate of unity, had to devise a plan on not discrediting McCarthy while at the same time 
not endorsing him.180 Subsequently, Eisenhower put forward a formula of agreement on 
“purposes” but disagreement on “method”.181 During his campaign, he would support 
McCarthy for re-election, because he was the properly nominated candidate, but Eisenhower 
reserved the right to be critical of him. Indeed, Eisenhower stated on August 23rd that,  
 
“I am not going to support anything that smacks to me of un-Americanism…Therefore 
it is impossible for me to give what you might call blanket support to anyone who holds 
views that would violate my conception of what is decent, right, just, and fair. At the 
same time…I certainly support those persons who will uproot anything that is 
subversive or disloyal in the Government. But I think the powers of the Government are 
ample to do it without damaging the reputation of any man.”182 
 
This way, he pleased all wings of the Republican party. Firstly, his statement kept him free of 
the issue of McCarthyism. He denounced character assassination, indeed, but he never linked 
it to a specific individual. Secondly, to the anti-McCarthy wing of his party it sounded as if he 
agreed with those who believe that McCarthy’s methods were intolerable, while to the Old 
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Guard he seemed to support McCarthy as a loyal Republican. Finally, to the nation 
Eisenhower appeared to be a hero of civil liberties and fair-play in politics.183 
 Thus, McCarthy became so powerful that everyone had to take him into account. In 
times of need he was sheltered by his fellow Republicans. However, his success cannot be 
ascribed simply to his tactics alone. McCarthy had to have a voice to reach the public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter 3: The Press and How McCarthy Used Them as a Weapon 
Many scholars agree that a vital part of McCarthy’s influence and success was his 
relation to the media, specifically the press.184 For example, Michael J. Heale stresses that the 
press played a key role in conveying McCarthy’s alarms to the public, and although 
newspapers such as the Washington Post and the New York Times often rebuked him, the 
majority of the press was right-wing and received his message “with open arms.”185 
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McCarthy preferred to communicate through newspapers and interviews; it was, as 
P.J. Achter argues, “ideal for the blustering, bluffing style of Senator Joseph McCarthy.”186 
The image of the Communist people had was vague. There was ambiguity surrounding the 
appearance of a Communist, there was the fact that McCarthy never actually found any 
Communists; it was unclear who exactly was the enemy. This contributed to the paranoia and 
the atmosphere of a conspiracy McCarthy could draw his rhetoric from. 
  And bluffing was what he did. The greatest bluff McCarthy engaged in was the one 
that launched his career, the one I mentioned earlier in my introduction, in Wheeling, 
Virginia: “I have here in my hand a list of 205 . . . a list of names that were made known to 
the Secretary of State as being members of the Communist Party and who nevertheless are 
still working and shaping policy in the State Department. . .”.187 Bayley argues that the way in 
which the news was carried from that meeting to the rest of the nation defined how McCarthy 
was perceived, in other words that the press ‘established’ McCarthy.188 
 Furthermore, it is important to realize that ‘straight reporting’ was the work ethic of 
the contemporary media. In ‘straight reporting’, news is published with the purpose of 
informing the audience; news is given factual, and reporters are expected to refrain from 
writing an opinionated article. Especially the words of a United States Senator, of whom it 
may be believed that he will speak the truth, are then difficult to report when they contain 
suspicions and opinions of a daring nature.189 It is only a while after Wheeling that the media 
started fact-checking and investigating McCarthy’s accusations before ‘straight reporting’ 
them. 
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 Moreover, the press experienced great difficulty in reporting on McCarthy 
independently, because he knew how to manipulate the press. For instance, he knew when the 
deadlines for morning papers were, so he would announce something groundbreaking just 
before this deadline in order for reporters to have to rush to release a fitting article in time. In 
short, the press became McCarthy’s instrument, it became his voice to the public. 
 However, the moment a newspaper was critical of or attacked Senator McCarthy, he 
was the first to link that specific newspaper to the Communist conspiracy. So not only did 
McCarthy love the press and did he use it to his advantage, he more often than not attacked 
their ‘inaccuracy’, their ‘Communism’, their ‘left-wing’ way of reporting. And in more than 
one case he even held a personal grudge against certain journalists. One on whom McCarthy 
certainly had his sights on was renowned muckraker Drew Pearson. In my opinion, the feud 
between McCarthy and Pearson provides a great example of how McCarthy’s attempts at 
character assassination worked.  
 This chapter will focus on the way McCarthy used the press as a tool, a megaphone 
through which he could reach the public. First, ‘straight reporting’ and how McCarthy 
exploited it is discussed. Second, I discuss reporting after the Wheeling-speech. Finally, this 
chapter will analyze how McCarthy manipulated the press. Moreover, an account will be 
provided of how McCarthy would try to individually intimidate journalists who opposed him, 
focusing specifically on Drew Pearson. 
As said, McCarthy took great advantage of the trend of ‘straight reporting’ – the idea 
that news should be reported in a factual, neutral manner when it is considered to be true, 
without embellishment. As Heale argues, it was hard for media outlets to report on McCarthy, 
because doing so meant limiting the reporting to what McCarthy actually said, without 
injecting reports of suspicions about the credibility.190 
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 Of course, McCarthy knew this, and he took advantage of it. He also knew that his 
words would be soberly reported as the words of a U.S. Senator, far-fetched though is claims 
may be. Thus, rather than reporting that McCarthy believed that Communists were sheltered 
by the Government, headlines appeared such as “McCarthy Insists Truman Oust Reds”191, 
implying that there were Reds to be ousted to begin with. Heale argues that it was possible for 
someone to dissect McCarthy’s argument slowly, but the smaller news stations just picked 
these headlines off the wire service.192 
 Bayley believed that nearly 85 percent of the news published on McCarthy the months 
after Wheeling was picked up from the wire service.193 In 1950, many people, especially in 
rural areas, got their news from the radio, and what was read on the radio came straight from 
the wire.194 McCarthy knew the weaknesses of transmission through the wire, and he used 
them to his advantage. 
 Firstly, those in charge of wiring information from Washington to news outlets 
through the country were mostly young men, for whom this was their first real job.195 To 
make it further in the business, there was cutthroat competition of who gave the most 
accurate, most detailed information the fastest. However, stories on the wire were necessarily 
shortened and often distorted to communicate the gist of what had occurred better. Because of 
its diverse users – the reporters and editors of newspapers from around the spectrum looking 
for buzzwords that would fit their stories better, those sending information out had to report 
everything “right down the middle.”196 As a result, William Theis argues, McCarthy “got 
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away with everything, bamboozling the editors and the public.”197 Indeed, there was a great 
pressure to deliver a winning headline in this competition. 
 Secondly, McCarthy took advantage of the required speed in reporting the news. 
Newspapers often had  multiple editions, and editors were always eager to publish new leads 
– at 10 o’clock, 12 o’clock, every so often on a daily basis. In an interview with Bayley, a 
news reporter recounts how they would often just call McCarthy and he would have a new 
lead for them.198 McCarthy was aware that he could exploit the wire service practice of 
sending out leads at certain times the most effectively.199 Usually, papers reported on what 
happened late the previous day. However, in Washington D.C., most of the important news 
came early in the afternoon, so that would be immediately reported. Exactly this is what 
McCarthy aimed for. If nothing new had happened during the afternoon, reports would just 
phone McCarthy and ask him if he had any comment on something that had been reported 
that morning.200 This way, reporters needed him, and so he could use them. 
During his first years as a senator, McCarthy hardly employed his smearing tactics.201 
While he had used the anticommunist smear during his 1946 campaign against Young Bob La 
Follette, his relation with the press was not yet based around the Communist issue. He did, 
however, use the press to attempt to establish himself. After his failed attempt to arrange a 
meeting with President Truman regarding a coal-mining issue, McCarthy called a press 
conference. The press was eager to listen to this junior senator whose term hadn’t even begun, 
especially because this happened during a slow news period. McCarthy wanted to talk about 
forcing the coal-miners to be drafted and if they refused court-martialing them. Because of the 
insanity of this approach – around 400,000 coal-miners would be drafted – the press launched 
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his story to the front pages.202 McCarthy cleverly used the relay of the press to establish his 
name in Washington D.C. 
Yet, it was during his speech in Wheeling in 1950 and the following days that 
McCarthy exploited the relay of the press to his utmost advantage. The front pages before 
Wheeling were filled with headlines that contributed to national hysteria.203 Nuclear 
annihilation  was represented as within arms’ reach. On the fourth of February, for example, it 
had come to light that Dr. Klaus Fuchs was believed to have passed secret data on the 
hydrogen bomb to Russia.204 Moreover, the day before McCarthy made his speech in 
Wheeling, a newspaper article in The Washington Post had related that Hoover had testified to 
a Senate subcommittee that subversive activity in the United States was at an all-time high.205 
Finally, as if that wasn’t enough, the Republican party had relayed through the Washington 
wire that its new 1950 platform charged that the Truman administration promoted socialism in 
America and allowed for Communists to infiltrate the government.206 
 The press was eager to follow up on this stream of news, and McCarthy was the one, 
as Johnson described it, “to light a bonfire.”207 In his speech at Wheeling, he took advantage 
of the national sentiments by stating that “While I cannot take the time to name all of the men 
in the State Department who have been named as members of the Communist Party and 
members of a spy ring, I have here in my hand a list of 205 that were known to the Secretary 
of State as being members of the Communist Party and who, nevertheless, are still working 
and shaping the policy of the State Department.”208 
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 Bayley explains that it was too late for the morning papers to run the story, but 
eighteen newspapers of the 129 papers he surveyed ran this story on Friday, February 10.209 
He refutes the common argument that Wheeling immediately produced sensational headlines 
for McCarthy. Rather, he argues, it took another two or three days for the news to be relayed 
to a national audience.210 
 Over the course of the following days, McCarthy wished to strengthen the coverage of 
his revelation. On February10, he told reporters in Denver, Colorado, that he had a list of 207 
“bad risks” and that he would be glad to show it to them, if only he hadn’t left it in the suit he 
forgot on the plane.211 On February11, McCarthy had conveyed in a speech in Reno, Nevada, 
that “we have been able to compile a list of 57 Communists in the State Department.”212 
These Communists were, according to McCarthy, known to Dean Acheson as well as 
Acheson should know members of Congress.213 This way, McCarthy confused both the press 
and members of Congress who were all too eager to find out what he actually knew – if he 
knew anything at all. Indeed, Johnson argues, McCarthy counted “on headlines to keep him 
ahead of his critics.”214 
The hearings that followed were mostly conducted behind closed doors. McCarthy, 
again, found ways to exploit this. Truman was the one who got out and spoke about what 
happened behind those doors. He had to defend himself often that month and, as Bayley 
describes, each of his defenses made one or several comments on McCarthy that were at least 
newsworthy.215 For example on February 16, he argued that the new G.O.P. platform, that put 
forward the scarecrow of socialism again and again and had as its slogan ‘Liberty Against 
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Socialism’, was an “insult to the intelligence of the American people.”216 Truman believed 
that after all that had happened since 1933, the Republicans shamed themselves when they 
again resorted to name-calling and smearing. A second comment was on February 23 in 
which he reaffirmed the falseness of McCarthy’s claims and doubted that it was possible for 
the President to be subpoenaed to release government loyalty files.217 The Republican party, 
and specifically the anticommunist movement and McCarthy, enjoyed much extra press 
coverage as a result of these defenses. 
Six weeks after McCarthy first said there were 205 Communists in the State 
Department, it had already become clear that the Senator was exaggerating.218 In public 
sessions of the Tydings Subcommittee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, it came to 
light that McCarthy only had marshalled evidence against just one or possibly three of the 
persons involved in his list of ’81 cases’ – again ‘81’ being a different number than 205 or 57. 
In a final remark, Alfred Friendly, the reporter who reported about this, stated that McCarthy 
had to have his data pretty poorly documented. 
Stuart Brown argues that the discrepancy between these numbers was not a matter of 
poor documentation, but a purposeful way of keeping the matter of Communists-in-
government in the media’s headlines.219 The longer the issue would be a matter of discussion, 
the more exposure McCarthy would enjoy. As Brown comments, “Whatever may have been 
his purposes, the headlines were certainly his means.”220  
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During McCarthy’s Wheeling speech, there was only one reporter present, Frank 
Desmond of the Intelligencer. Desmond had met McCarthy at the airport upon his arrival and 
had driven with him into the city.221 During the drive, the two had become acquainted and 
Desmond was given a transcription of what McCarthy’s speech would be later that day. 
Desmond himself was in the audience that evening and after the event reported on it. Many 
scholars have wondered what would have happened had Desmond asked McCarthy about his 
‘list’.222 As Bayley relates, a reporter and friend he knew at the time had asked McCarthy 
what was actually in his hand when he waved around his ‘list’. McCarthy then “grinned…and 
replied, “An old laundry list”.”223 Whether he had a list of people he targeted or whether it 
was an actual old laundry list is unclear. What is clear is that the relationship the reporters had 
with McCarthy was a unique one. 
McCarthy had strong personal relations with many members of the press. He courted 
them, they enjoyed each other’s company, they both reciprocated.224 One striking example of 
this is a recollection of George Tames, late photographer for the New York Times. One of his 
friends came to Tames and said, “Look, we've got a scheme. We can make a lot of money. 
We need ten photographers to come up with two thousand dollars each.” They would go over 
to the area, Alexandria, and buy up a piece of swampland south of Alexandria that’s for sale 
for half a million dollars. Opting in cost $20,000,-. His friend continued: Then we can go to 
the federal government and get a loan to build an apartment there. Not only that, we can get a 
loan of five million dollars, and it's only going to cost four and a half million to build it--and 
instead of giving the money back to the federal government, we divide the money." 
Logically, Tames said, “You can’t do that.” To which his friend answered: “Yes, 
because we’re going to get ten photographers and Joe McCarthy is going to be our silent 
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partner. He’s going to be in on it, as one-eleventh of the ownership. He’s going to make all 
the arrangements to push it through.”225 Tames refused to participate, but the deal went 
through with someone else. Thus, McCarthy would provide positive incentives for the press, 
befriending many reporters. 
And not only would they reciprocally help each other, they would also protect each 
other. McCarthy had to be protected against publicity on his alcohol abuse. Tames recalls that 
McCarthy “would preside over a hearing and he would excuse himself and go into the men’s 
room, which was next to the elevator, and he’d have a flask of booze up on top of the stall.”226 
Tames later recovered that bottle and kept it as souvenir. He kept quiet about it, and so did 
many other reporters. 
Furthermore, McCarthy had to be protected from his own statements – sometimes 
made while inebriated. On Monday 20 February, eleven days after Wheeling, two reporters, 
William S. Fairfield and Joseph Dear, went to McCarthy’s office. In an interview with 
Bayley, Fairfield recalled how Dear asked McCarthy for the names of the 205 Communists. 
McCarthy’s immediate answer was, “Look, you guys, that was just a political speech to a 
bunch of Republicans. Don’t take it seriously.” After only naming “a professor of astronomy” 
McCarthy said, “But it was just a political talk.”227 It is unclear why Fairfield did not report 
this incident, but did report the way McCarthy had shifted in the numbers of Communists he 
provided. In another incident, Bayley describes how McCarthy, with two other reporters, 
Olsen and McMulloch, went to the Mapes Hotel Bar. By about three or four o’clock in the 
morning, Olsen recalled, “we were stony drunk, McCarthy worst of all.”228 The three of them 
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were shouting at each other about how phony McCarthy, and how “phony” they were for 
believing him.229 At the end, McCarthy was literally screaming at them that they had stolen 
his list of Communists, making a big fool of himself. Olsen and McMulloch didn’t run this 
story either. 
But when journalists did not want to befriend McCarthy, McCarthy would go on the 
offensive and intimidate them. (Look up some articles Pearson wrote). One outspoken critic 
of McCarthy was Drew Pearson. Criticizing McCarthy’s charges, Pearson believed that the 
charges were giving a bad impression abroad and that “when we need friends abroad, we give 
the appearance of being torn with internal dissension.”230 
On December 12, 1950, there was a dinner at Washington’s exclusive Sulgrave Club 
to which Pearson was invited. Since Wheeling, Pearson’s criticism of McCarthy had only 
intensified and had he known McCarthy was attending this same dinner, Pearson later said he 
would have never attended.231 By the time of the dinner, Pearson was the single source of 
anti-McCarthy material for most newspaper readers outside of Washington and New York.  
McCarthy wanted to break Pearson. That dinner, McCarthy met Pearson and smilingly 
said to him “Someday, I’m going to break your leg, Drew, but for the time being I just wanted 
to say hello.”232 During the rest of the evening there followed a series of intimidations and 
threats. McCarthy would often go to where Pearson was seated and whisper things in his ear 
like, “I am going to really tear you to pieces,” and “I’m going to take you to the cleaners.”233 
In addition, McCarthy turned to others present in the room, saying in a loud voice, “Well, I 
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certainly am sorry that Drew is here. This is a terrible thing because I am going to make a 
speech about him tomorrow.” 
Throughout the evening, McCarthy would approach Pearson around five times, each 
time uttering threats. As Pearson described it, McCarthy kept on “repeating it, repeating it like 
a broken record.” When Pearson could not control himself any longer, he asked McCarthy, 
“Joe, how is your income case coming along? When are they going to put you in jail?” at 
which point McCarthy leaped up and physically abused Pearson by grabbing his neck.  
This series of events culminated in McCarthy beating down Pearson in front of 
Richard Nixon. Both Pearson and Nixon were Quakers, and thus pacifist. Pearson didn’t fight 
back but was kicked in the groin twice. This news was widely publicized. Different stories 
went their rounds. Depending on who you’d ask, Pearson had been punched, slapped, or 
kicked. Pearson himself took the high road and ended this episode by stating, “As usual, he hit 
below the belt. But his pugilistic powers are about as ineffective as his Senate speeches. I was 
not hurt.”234 
 McCarthy did deliver his speech, in true McCarthy fashion. He smeared Pearson as 
much as he could on the traditional Senate floor. He linked Pearson to the Communist 
conspiracy, and called him “an unprincipled liar”, “a fake”, and “the owner of a twisted, 
perverted mentality.”235 A libel suit would follow against McCarthy and others present for 
$5,100,000,-.236  
McCarthy did not just go after Drew Pearson, he castigated the entire press for being 
left-wing, for being part of the Communist conspiracy whenever they disagreed with him or 
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wrote negatively about him. These stories would almost never be published– logically, why 
would you submit a story in which your paper is being slandered – but it was common 
knowledge that McCarthy’s interest in the press was almost an obsession.237 Importantly, 
McCarthy did not see the press as a monolith. Rather, he made the distinction between the 
vast majority that agreed with him and the ‘left-wing press’ that opposed him. 
During press conferences, McCarthy would single out reporters he knew were 
representatives of the ‘left-wing’. One of those was John Hunter, who grew tired of being 
pointed out. As he related to Bayley, “I would sit way in the back instead of the press row. I 
did this once at Reedsburg, and McCarthy said, “Where are you hiding John Hunter? Come 
out from behind that post.””238  
Furthermore, in later years, McCarthy would begin his speeches introducing members 
of the press to the audience, adding remarks such as “There’s Dick Johnston of the New York 
Daily Worker. Stand up, Dick, and show them what a reporter for a Communist newspaper 
looks like.”239 These intimidating actions were mostly ineffective. As Bayley describes, 
almost no newspaper “wavered in its opposition to McCarthy.”240 
However, this portrayal of him against the establishment, as a hero standing up to the 
impressive bulwark of left-wing press, enabled him to gain popularity among the radical right. 
By adopting the voice of the rightist press, McCarthy emphasized not Russia’s military 
power, but America’s weakness.241 Bell argues that the existence of an internal threat is 
crucial to the ideological, if not psychological, disposition of the radical right.  
 In line with the radical right’s tendency of creating fear-justifying threats in order for 
them to explain their anxieties, rather than looking for other reasons they experience this fear, 
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McCarthy’s Communists-in-government rhetoric provides a scapegoat the radical right can 
blame. Moreover, by portraying himself as the solution to the problem – the lone hero fighting 
the Communist conspiracy despite his friends telling him it’s a bad idea242 - McCarthy was 
able to have his message appeal to these radical right movements. 
 In the end, McCarthy had dominated the headlines for four years. Although not always 
positively, McCarthy enjoyed press coverage on a daily basis and was, consequentially, 
dominating American lives for four years. Eventually, especially during the Army-McCarthy 
Hearings, press coverage was so intensive that other events were overshadowed. Among these 
were the fall of Dien Bien Phu in French Indochina on May 7, 1954, and ten days later, the 
U.S. Supreme Court’s Brown v. Board of Education ruling. However, during the time, “Only 
McCarthyism is much on people’s minds.”243 
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion  
  
 On December 02, 1954, McCarthy was officially censured by the Senate. In a 65 to 22 
vote, the U.S. Senate condemned McCarthy for conduct unbecoming of a Senator, ending four 
years of smearing, character assassination, and false accusations. Even though rom this 
moment until the time of his death in 1957 Senator McCarthy’s influence was trivial, the 
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McCarthy era left a legacy of fear and acrimony.244 Indeed, many surviving witnesses of this 
era wish not to talk about it.  
The McCarthy era’s influence can still be found today. Johnson argues that the 
McCarthy era was a precursor for the actions by the Bush administration 50 years later, after 
9/11. Schrecker argues that many of the present movements found their origin during the 
McCarthy era and emphasizes the importance of looking at history for estimating future 
possibilities. But, not only do past dynamics echo in the present, in the case of McCarthyist 
movements, the dynamics of the 1950s turned into a radical rightist tradition and are still 
present today. 
This thesis looked at how McCarthy was used by the Republican party for political 
gain and by the press for headlines, and sometimes personal gain. He was the Faustian bargain 
that made four years of heightened Communist anxiety possible, during which time the 
Republicans were able to gain not just senatorial victories, but a presidency as well. This 
came at a cost. Because of McCarthy, heavily irrational behavior found its way into politics, 
people were political oppressed and silenced, lives were ruined, thousands of people were 
forced to resign. Furthermore, it left a stain on the history of the Republican party. 
It is remarkable how little internal opposition existed within the Republican party. 
Indeed, people distanced themselves and some even spoke out, but it wasn’t until McCarthy 
started accusing Republicans rather than Democrats that those that agreed with him slowly 
began disagreeing. A Faustian bargain indeed; once a powerful instrument that provided 
political influence for the party slowly became an uncontrollable nuisance. 
The movements that made McCarthyism possible – the anticommunist movement, 
right-wing movements such as the Daughters of the American Revolution – have not 
disappeared. In contrast, McCarthyism united these movements and made them stronger, and 
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these same movements would later be vital for the Goldwater campaign and create the John 
Birch Society. The sentiments of the movements have still not abated. Kabaservice traced the 
Republican party from the post-McCarthy years to around 2012, when the Tea Party 
movement gained ground. He showed that there has been a divide within the G.O.P. for as 
long as the past 60 years. His final chapter, “The Collapse of the Moderate Republicans”, 
argues that the widening of the Republican divide starting in the late 1950’s has resulted in 
the end of the power of moderate Republicanism.245 
The same movements that supported McCarthy and later Goldwater have arguably 
also contributed to the election of President Trump. It is important to realize that President 
Trump is not Senator McCarthy – by far he isn’t. However, Trump is the current Faustian 
bargain that the Republican party made as they wish to gain further political power; the 
person they use as a tool to spread their ideology, but with whose methods they do not agree. 
Starting out as a Reform Party candidate in 2000, Trump’s perspective on modern 
issues differs greatly with the what the Republican party used to campaign for. Still, as a 
Republican candidate in the 2016 elections, he received major support because of his anti-
establishment, anti-leftwing, and racially loaded anti-immigration and anti-muslim rhetoric. 
To garner the support of the more radical right-wing movements , the Republican party 
accepted this Faustian bargain. Even though it is not the traditional rhetoric of the G.O.P., the 
Republican party scrambles to follow Trump’s actions, as he is a Republican President of the 
United States. 
As described earlier, the Republican party memo made public by the New York Times 
provides information that,  “No other person, group or issue has the gravitational pull on 
Republican primary voters that Donald Trump commands…In Alabama, 4-of-4 voters were 
90%+ favorable toward Trump. Further, Republican voters are becoming more attached to 
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Trump than they are to the party: a recent NBC poll found 58% of Republicans consider 
themselves Trump supporters vs. 38% who see themselves primarily as Republican party 
supporters.”246  
In addition, the poll found that with Obama out of the picture, “the answer to what is 
wrong in Washington is the Republican Congress. A new CNN national poll found 53% of 
Republican [sic] voters think the Republican Congress is taking the party in the wrong 
direction, compared to 79% who prefer Trump’s vision for the party.”247 In other words, the 
regular voters for the Republican party now find themselves dissatisfied with the G.O.P.’s 
performance, but great majority prefers Trump’s vision for the party. Thus, the party moves 
further toward the radical, ultraconservative movements some of which evolved in support for 
McCarthy. 
Furthermore, the Republican party realizes how much they need Trump in order to 
win. So, whatever he does, they wish to keep him around. As a result, Senator Bob Corker has 
started referring to the White House as a “daycare center”248, they have to look after him as if 
he were in fact a child. For example, on November 29, when Trump retweeted a series of 
tweets from Britain First’s Jayda Fransen in which videos could be found of supposed 
Muslims attacking innocent people and destroying a Saint Mary statue.249 These videos had 
all been debunked before the retweets, but Trump had to be defended. White House press 
secretary Sarah Huckabee Sanders defended Trump’s retweets by arguing that he only shared 
them to open up political debate on the issue of immigration and Muslims.250 
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It is among many other things these kinds of actions that made Trump appealing to 
xenophobes, Islamophobes and those who consider themselves the alt-right. Moreover, the 
basic focus of Trump’s rhetoric, the un-Americanism, the divisions, Americans versus 
Muslims and immigrants, is exactly what is so appealing to the nationalist groups that the alt-
right consists of. Indeed, the campaign rhetoric that Trump used – “It is time to take back our 
country – and MAKE AMERICA GREAT AGAIN [sic]”251 – echoes the sympathies of 
exactly the radical nationalist movements that felt dispossessed in the 1950s, and that feel 
dispossessed once again. 
Discussion have arisen concerning the amount of publicity President Trump received 
during the presidential campaign of 2016. Many have argued that because the press focused 
majorly on Trump’s negative aspects, he received media coverage anyway. Just like during 
the McCarthy era, the Faustian bargain is given wide coverage on negative aspects because of 
his importance and not because of his merit.  
Moreover, Trump bashes the press like McCarthy did, by not only with calling them 
the “left-wing media” but also characterizing the press with his catchphrase “Fake news”252. 
He uses this phrase do away with criticism, speculation that he is still under investigation, and 
actual proven facts that do not suit his world image. In addition, he likes to single out the New 
York Times by referring to them as “The Failing @nytimes”253, while the New York Times is 
still regarded as one of the most trustworthy, and valued newspaper in circulation. The 
                                                          
251 President Donald J. Trump. “It is time to take back our country – and MAKE AMERICA GREAT AGAIN!”  
Facebook,  
January 31, 2016.  https://www.facebook.com/DonaldTrump/videos/10156591076765725/. 
252 President Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), “I never asked Comey to stop investigating Flynn. Just  
more Fake News covering another Comey lie!” Twitter, December 03, 2017.  
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/937279001684598784  
253 President Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), “The Failing @nytimes has totally gone against the Social  
Media Guidelines that they installed to preserve some credibility after many of their biased reporters 
went Rogue! @foxandfriends,” Twitter,November 30, 2017. 
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/936206961728786432  
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difference between them is that McCarthy also maintained a good relationship with the press, 
whereas Trump does not. 
Luckily, the press has changed their straight reporting to investigative journalism. 
After McCarthy had been censured, the press chose to reassert their position as the watchdog 
of institutions both public as well as political. Now, a combination of factual news, fact 
checked news, and investigated journalism is what is printed. Newspapers provide more 
coverage, but more wholesome coverage as well, providing, for example, graphs to illustrate a 
tax cut, or combine left-wing and right-wing political opinions in an editorial. 
However, the media, not just the press, are still struggling. Factual news is discredited 
repeatedly as ‘fake news’ whenever the facts are incongruous with the desired reality.254 Now, 
the media not only has to report the news, but also has to provide proof that what they report 
is true. Furthermore, journalists are smeared or made fun of – just think of CNN’s Don 
Lemon who is sometimes called “Don Easy Peasy Lemon Squeezy”255. In addition, the media 
should still be wary of the amount of coverage they provide to certain persons. For example, 
during the Alabama Senatorial Elections, most coverage focused on Roy Moore; so much that 
Democratic Candidate Doug Jones’s unfamiliarity was the subject of several gags in The 
Opposition with Jordan Klepper, a faux-right wing late night show satirizing extreme right-
wing conspiracists.256 
 In the end, the question arises just how far a Faustian bargain is actually worth the 
liability. Is a more established voter base worth several years of political repression? Is 
                                                          
254 President Donald J. Trump (@realDonaldTrump), “Another false story, this time in the Failing @nytimes,  
that I watch 4-8 hours of television a day - Wrong! Also, I seldom, if ever, watch CNN or MSNBC, both 
of which I consider Fake News. I never watch Don Lemon, who I once called the “dumbest man on 
television!” Bad Reporting.” Twitter, December 11, 2017. 
https://twitter.com/realDonaldTrump/status/940223974985871360  
255Mallory Shelbourne, “Moore Foundation Attorney Calls CNN Host ‘Don Easy Peasy Lemon Squeezy’,” The Hill,  
November 11, 2017, http://thehill.com/homenews/media/359928-moore-attorney-calls-cnn-host-
don-easy-peazy-lemon-squeazy.  
256 The Opposition with Jordan Klepper. “Jennifer Egan.” Episode 35. Directed by Chuck O’Neil. Written by 
Owen Parsons et al. Comedy Central, December 6, 2017.  
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rhetoric that focusses on un-Americanism and difference that result in societal divisions worth 
the political influence?  Many representatives of the current administration do not seem to 
think so. Some have sought the opposition to show their rejection of the decisions made by 
the administration and to show that they will not stand aside while their political values are 
reduced to none. In the words of Senator Jeff Flake, as he donated a check of $100,000,- to 
Democratic candidate Doug Jones’s Senatorial campaign, “Country over Party.”257 
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Figure 1: 
Left:  Doctored photo that displays on (left) Earl Browder and (right) Millard Tydings. 
Right: The two photos of which the doctored photo is composed. 
Taken from: https://iconicphotos.org/2010/01/05/millard-tydings-case/  
 
 
